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I. Summary Information on Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission

The nine member Minnesota Sentencwi-ng Guidelines Commission was ereated by
the Legislature in 1978 and embarked upon its second four year term in July, 1982.
That point marks a junétt_xre both in Commission membership and Commission
functions.

Four new members were appointed to the Commission including Dan Cain,
citizen member; Sheriff James Trudeau, representing law enforcement; Justice Glenn
Kelley, representing the Supreme Court; and Orville Pung, Commissioner of
Corrections. Members of the Commission who were reappointed include Stephen
Rathke, Crow Wing County Attorney; Bill Falvey, Ramsey County Public Defender;
Distriet Court Judge O. Russell Olson, Olmsted County; District Court Judge David
Marsden, Ramsey County; and Barbara Andrus, citizen member. The addition of the
law enforcement position on the Commission in July 1982 coincided with the deletion
of the Minnesota Corrections (parole) Board position, maintaining a nine member
Commission. A probation or parole officer will be added to the membership of the
Sentenecing Guidelines Commission in January 1983, resulting in a ten member
Commission. Stephen Rathke, Crow Wing County Attorney, became the chairman of
the Commission in August 1982.

Commission functions during the second term are changed significantly from the
first term. The primary functions performed during the first four years of the
Commission were the development and implementation of the Sentencing Guidelines.
The Guidelines have been thoroughly implemented and their application has become
routine in felony sentencing. The successful implementation coupled with budget cuts
resulted in the reduction of Commission staff by approximately half in May 1982, from
six and one half positions to three and one half positions. The current annual state
appropriation is approximately $150,000, reduced from a budget of approximately

$270,000 in fiscal year 1982. Commission funetions that remain include:

A. To monitor senteneing practices
B.  To evaluate the impact of the Sentencing Guidelines

C. To modify the Sentencing Guidelines



A.  Monitor Sentencing Practices

The Commission monitors approximately 6,000 cases sentenced annually under
the Guidelines. Information on the conviction offense, criminal history score,
presumptive sentence, and actual sentence imposed is obtained for each case. In
addition, the offender's race, gender, age, and county of commitment is recorded for
each case. The data base allows the Commission to 1) determine the extent of
departures from the Guidelines; 2) estimate prison population projections based on
current sentencing practices, and estimate prison population impacts of proposed
revisions to the Guidelines; and 3) identify problem areas that arise with respect to the
Guidelines, such as inaccurate computation of eriminal history scores, and problem
areas that arise with respect to sentencing praetices such as sentencing without regard

to mandatory minimum sentences.

B. Evaluate Guide]ines’ Impact

The monitoring data suppert a second Commission funetion, which is to evaluate
- the impact of the Senteneing Guidelines on sentencing practices, court processing of
cases (e.g., the incidence of trials and sentence appeals), and the impaet of the
Sentencing Guidelines onrcorrections. The issues addressed in the evaluation include
whether uniformity and proportionality in sentencing has been increased under the
Guidelines, and whether sentencing is neutral with respect to social factors such as
gender, race, and economic status.

The monitoring data are necessary but not sufficient to address those concerns.
Additional data regarding the alleged circumstances of the offense, plea negotiation
practices, and social history of the offender are necessary to adequately judge the
impact of the Guidelines on sentencing practices, and this information must be
collected manually from case files. As a result of the Wideiy perceived national
significance of the bresumptive sentencing system established in Minnesota, we have
been able to obtain outside funding to aid the evaluation effort. The National Institute
of Corrections awarded $60,000 to the Commission in 1981 for the first years'
evaluation of the Sentencing Guidelines. The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation supplemented the evaluation with a $25,000° award. The Preliminary

Report on the Development and Impaet of the Minnesota Sentencmc Guidelines

published July 1982, summarizes the impact of the Guidelines on Sentenecing practices





























































































